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DETAILED ACTION 

• This office action is responsive to the following communication: 
Amendment filed on 07/1 7/2007. 

• Claims 1 , 3-4, 6, 9-1 0, 1 3-14, 26-30 are currently pending in the 
application. 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Claims 15, 19-20, 31 withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.142(b) as being drawn to a nonelected invention, there being no allowable generic or 
linking claim. Election was made without traverse in the reply filed on 1 1/05/2007. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claims 3-4, 6, 9, 13-14 are objected to because of the following informalities: 
Claim 3, line 17, " the the at least" should be changed to - - the at least- -. 
Claims 4, 6, 9, 13-14 are objected as being dependent on claim 3. 
Appropriate correction is required. 



3. 
not 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 07 717 72007 have been fully considered but they are 
persuasive. 
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4. With respect to applicant's argument that the Hasegawa Patent fails to anticipate 
Applicant's independent claim 1, and the combination of the Hasegawa Patent and the 
Whaley Publication fail to teach, suggest, or reasonably make obvious Applicant's 
independent claim 1 . 

In reply: It is noted that Hasegawa '191 does not explicitly show: 

shredding the printed document, 

preventing reconstruction of the shredded printed document. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitations are well known in the art as 
evidenced by Gary Stringham and Bert Newell (2001 RD-447077). In particular, 
Research Disclosure Database Number (2001 RD-447077) teaches: 

shredding the printed document (The device sends the undesired pages to the 
shredder bin, page 1), 

preventing reconstruction of the shredded printed document (Used for a printer 
that is a shredder, just like a normal office shredder used to shred confidential 
documents, page 1). 

In view of the above, having the system of Hasegawa and then given the well- 
established teaching of Pub No. (2001 RD-447077), it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify the 
system of Hasegawa as taught by Pub No. (RD-0447077) to include: shredding the 
printed document , and preventing reconstruction of the shredded printed document. 
since Gary Stringham and Bert Newell stated in the first paragraph that such a 
modification would be the ideal is to have an external paper handling output device 
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connected to a printer that is a shredder, just like the normal office shredder used to 
shred confidential documents. 

5. With respect to applicant's argument that the Hasegawa Patent apparently 
discloses a much cruder tool that does not distinguish printing onto an existing text of a 
printed document from printing onto a whitespace portion of the same existing 
document. 

In reply: the combination of Hasegawa '191 and Gary Stringham and Bert Newell 
does not explicitly show the method wherein the at least one target portion at which the 
at least one obfuscation pattern is printed comprises: 

only at least one w hitespace portion of the printed document. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art as 
evidenced by Taylor '849. In particular, Taylor '849 teaches the method wherein the at 
least one target portion at which the at least one obfuscation pattern is printed (i.e., a 
method encoding copies of a printed document to make the copies unreadable; see 
Abstract) comprises: only at least one w hitespace portion of the printed document (i.e., 
white-colored areas is placed over an original document, and a copy made of the 
document; col. 2, lines 30-32). 

In view of the above, having the system of Hasegawa and Gary Stringham and 
Bert Newell, and then given the well-established teaching of Taylor, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
modify the system of Hasegawa and Gary Stringham and Bert Newell as taught by 
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Taylor to include: the method wherein the at least one target portion at which the at 
least one obfuscation pattern is printed comprises: only at least one w hitespace portion 
of the printed document, since Taylor stated in col. 1 , lines 5-7, that such a modification 
would ensure a method for enhancing the confidentiality of printed or typed messages. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 1, 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hasegawa et al. (US 5,666,191) in view of Gary Stringham and Bert Newell (2001 RD- 
447077). 

Regarding claim 1 , Hasegawa '191 discloses a method of preventing 
comprehension of a printed document (i.e., an information concealing pattern over a 
surface of a sheet carrying printed information; see Abstract), the method comprising: 

feeding a printed document into a device having a printing mechanism (i.e., each 
paper sheet P is fed into the information concealing printing unit 7; see col. 7, lines 45- 
50, fig. 1); 

printing (103, fig. 14), via the printing mechanism (101 , fig. 14), at least one 
obfuscation pattern (fig. 4) onto over at least a portion of the printed document to 
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prevent comprehension of the printed document (i.e., on printing the information 
concealing pattern over the surface of the sheet carrying the printed information, the 
printed information becomes unreadable; see Abstract); 

It is noted that Hasegawa '1 91 does not explicitly show: 

shredding the printed document, 

preventing reconstruction of the shredded printed document. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitations are well known in the art as 
evidenced by Gary Stringham and Bert Newell (2001RD-447077). In particular, 
Research Disclosure Database Number (2001RD-447077) teaches: 

shredding the printed document (The device sends the undesired pages to the 
shredder bin, page 1), 

preventing reconstruction of the shredded printed document (Used for a printer 
that is a shredder, just like a normal office shredder used to shred confidential 
documents, page 1). 

In view of the above, having the system of Hasegawa and then given the well- 
established teaching of Pub No. (2001RD-447077), it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify the 
system of Hasegawa as taught by Pub No. (RD-0447077) to include: shredding the 
printed document , and preventing reconstruction of the shredded printed document. 
since Gary Stringham and Bert Newell stated in the first paragraph that such a 
modification would be the ideal is to have an external paper handling output device 
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connected to a printer that is a shredder, just like the normal office shredder used to 
shred confidential documents. 



Regarding claim 30, Hasegawa '191 discloses the method, wherein the at least 
one obfuscation pattern comprises two or more different obfuscation patterns (i.e., 
patterns which are capable of rendering the character and other information printed on a 
sheet of paper or the like unreadable by being printed thereover, such as solid patterns, 
halftone patters, fine geometric patterns, irregular dot patterns, irregular stripe patters, 
characters or letters having a substantially same size as the characters, letters and 
symbols that are to be concealed and consisting of a large number of lines arranged at 
a dense character pitch and line spacing; see col. 16, lines 1-10). 

8. Claims 3-4, 10, 26, 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hasegawa et al. (US 5,666,191) in view of Gary Stringham and Bert 
Newell (2001RD-447077), and further in view of Taylor (US 5,184,849). 

Regarding claim 3, Hasegawa '191 discloses the method and further comprising: 
scanning the printed document (images obtained by image scanning means, col. 
3, lines 17-18) prior to printing the at least one obfuscation pattern (fig. 4) onto the 
printed document to produce at least one of an image file (i.e., the paper sheet are 
printed with image concealing patterns over the information already printed on the paper 
sheet; col. 7, lines 49-51); 
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identifying, based upon the at least one image file or electronic text file, at least 
one target portion of the printed document at which the at least one obfuscation pattern 
is printed (i.e., it is also possible to automatically distinguish and recognize the kind of 
letters and image patterns used in the paper sheet for expressing the information with a 
pattern recognition unit 105 according to the data obtained by the information reading 
unit 5, and to select an information concealing pattern with an information concealing 
pattern generating unit 106 from a font storage unit 120 according to the result of the 
distinguishing and recognition process by the pattern recognition unit 105 so that an 
optimum information concealing pattern may be selected according to the kind of letters 
expressing the information, the line pitch and the character pitch/and may be supplied 
to the printer 108; see col. 12, lines 60-67 and col. 13, lines 1-5, fig. 13); 

Hasegawa '191 does not explicitly show scanning the printed document prior to 
printing the at least one obfuscation pattern onto an electronic text file of the printed 
document. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art as 
evidenced by Taylor '849. In particular, Taylor '849 teaches scanning the printed 
document prior to printing the at least one obfuscation pattern onto an electronic text file 
of the printed document (i.e., the text of message section 25 of document 23 is 
rendered unreadable by the superposition of mask 20; see col. 4, lines 33-35, figs. 5, 7). 

In view of the above, having the system of Hasegawa and then given the well- 
established teaching of Taylor, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify the system of Hasegawa as 
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taught by Taylor to include: scanning the printed document prior to printing the at least 
one obfuscation pattern onto an electronic text file of the printed document, since Taylor 
stated in col. 1, lines 5-7, that such a modification would ensure a method for enhancing 
the confidentiality of printed or typed messages. 

Regarding claim 4, the combination of Hasegawa '191 and Gary Stringham and 
Bert Newell does not explicitly show the method wherein the at least one target portion 
at which the at least one obfuscation pattern is printed comprises: 

only at least one w hitespace portion of the printed document. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art as 
evidenced by Taylor '849. In particular, Taylor '849 teaches the method wherein the at 
least one target portion at which the at least one obfuscation pattern is printed (i.e., a 
method encoding copies of a printed document to make the copies unreadable; see 
Abstract) comprises: only at least one w hitespace portion of the printed document (i.e., 
white-colored areas is placed over an original document, and a copy made of the 
document; col. 2, lines 30-32). 

In view of the above, having the system of Hasegawa and Gary Stringham and 
Bert Newell, and then given the well-established teaching of Taylor, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
modify the system of Hasegawa and Gary Stringham and Bert Newell as taught by 
Taylor to include: the method wherein the at least one target portion at which the at 
least one obfuscation pattern is printed comprises: only at least one w hitespace portion 
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of the printed document, since Taylor stated in col. 1 , lines 5-7, that such a modification 
would ensure a method for enhancing the confidentiality of printed or typed messages. 

Regarding claim 10, Hasegawa '191 discloses the method, comprising printing 
the at least one obfuscation pattern as at least one of: 

a random pattern of individual pixels (irregular dot patterns, col. 16, lines 4-5 ); 

a random pattern of pixel clusters with each pixel cluster having at least one of a 
randomly selected shape (i.e., irregular stripe patters, characters, letters and having a 
substantially same size as the characters, letters and symbols that are to be concealed; 
see col. 16, lines 5-7), a randomly selected intensity (i.e., consisting of a large number 
of lines arranged at a dense character pitch; see col. 16, lines 7-9), a randomly selected 
size (i.e., an irregular pattern, an irregular stripe pattern or characters or letters including 
a large number of lines, and of a size similar to the letter or the symbol to be concealed; 
see col. 5, lines 1-3), a randomly selected location on the printed document (i.e., the 
information concealing pattern may be changed randomly and electronically for each 
day or each time a new file is created by using a random number generator, and the 
analysis of the concealed information based on the knowledge of the information 
concealing pattern can be made difficult; see col. 13, lines 5-10), including driving the 
random pattern with at least one of a linear geometric function (a fine geometric pattern, 
col. 16, line 4). a non-linear geometric function (irregular stripe patters, col. 16, line 5),_a 
repeating function, and a non-repeating function. 
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The combination of Hasegawa '191 and Gary Stringham and Bert Newell 
(2001RD-447077) does not explicitly show a random selected color. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art as 
evidenced by Taylor '849. In particular, Taylor '849 teaches a random selected color 
(i.e., opaque regions are of a color which is invisible to a photocopying machine of the 
type which the mask is intended to be used with; see col. 2, lines 30-32). 

In view of the above, having the system of Hasegawa and Gary Stringham and 
Bert Newell, and then given the well-established teaching of Taylor, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
modify the system of Hasegawa and Gary Stringham and Bert Newell as taught by 
Taylor to include: a random selected color, since Taylor stated in col. 1, lines 5-7, that 
such a modification would ensure a method for enhancing the confidentiality of printed 
or typed messages. 

Regarding claim 26, Hasegawa '191 discloses a computer readable medium (37, 
fig. 2) having computer-executable instructions (31, fig. 2) for performing a method of 
obfuscating a printed document (i.e., on printing the information concealing pattern over 
the surface of the sheet carrying the printed information, the printed information 
becomes unreadable; see Abstract), the method comprising: 

manipulating at least one of a symbol pattern (i.e., in fig. 4 is an actual example 
of result of printing an information concealing pattern over an information carrying 
surface of a paper sheet), a character pattern (for concealing the information expressed 
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by the characters, col. 4, lines 65-66), a word pattern (letters, col. 4, line 66), a random 
pixel pattern (irregular dot patterns, col. 16, lines 4-5 ). 

Hasegawa '191 does not disclose shredding of the over-printed document. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitation is well known in the art as 
evidenced by Gary Stringham and Bert Newell (2001RD-447077). In particular, 
Research Disclosure Database (2001 RD-447077) teaches shredding of the over-printed 
document (The device sends the undesired pages to the shredder bin, page 1). 

In view of the above, having the system of Hasegawa and then given the well- 
established teaching of Pub No. (2Q01 RD-447077), it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify the 
system of Hasegawa as taught by Pub No. (RD-0447077) to include: shredding of the 
over-printed document, since Gary Stringham and Bert Newell stated in the first 
paragraph that such a modification would be the ideal is to have an external paper 
handling output device connected to a printer that is a shredder, just like the normal 
office shredder used to shred confidential documents. 

The combination of Hasegawa '191 and Gary Stringham and Bert Newell does 
not explicitly show identifying at least one whitespace portion, at least one text portion, 
and at least one graphics portion of a printed document; and an image pattern 
configured f or over-printing onto the respective whitespace portion, the text portion, and 
the graphics portion of the printed document to prevent reconstruction of the over- 
printed document. 
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However, the above-mentioned claimed limitations are well known in the art as 
evidenced by Taylor '849. In particular, Taylor '849 teaches identifying at least one 
whitespace portion (i.e., white-colored areas placed over the document prior to making 
a first photocopy of the document; see Abstract), at least one text portion (i.e.. the text 
of message section 25 of document 23 is rendered unreadable by the superposition of 
mask 20; see col. 4, lines 33-35, figs. 5, 7) . and at least one graphics portion of a 
printed document (i.e., a standard cross hair or bullseye pattern, of the type commonly 
used in various graphics arts fields, could be placed at diagonally opposed corners of 
mask 20; see col. 5, lines 20-22, figs. 5-6); and an image pattern configured for over- 
printing onto the respective whitespace portion (i.e., white-colored areas is placed over 
an original document, and a copy made of the document; see col. 2, lines 30-31), a the 
text portion (i.e., the size of the opaque areas, and the spacing or period interval 
between the areas, are of the proper dimensions to make text contained in the original 
document unreadable in the photocopy made of the masked original; see col. 2, lines 
32-35), and the graphics portion (in various graphics arts fields, col. 5, line 21) of the 
printed document to prevent reconstruction of the over-printed document (i.e., a method 
and article for optically encoding copies of a printed document to make the copies 
unreadable). 

In view of the above, having the system of Hasegawa and Gary Stringham and 
Bert Newell, and then given the well-established teaching of Taylor, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
modify the system of Hasegawa and Gary Stringham and Bert Newell as taught by 
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Taylor to include: identifying at least one whitespace portion, at least one text portion, 
and at least one graphics portion of a printed document; and an image pattern 
configured for over-printing onto the respective whitespace portion, the text portion, and 
the graphics portion of the printed document to prevent reconstruction of the over- 
printed document, since Taylor stated in col. 1, lines 5-7, that such a modification would 
ensure a method for enhancing the confidentiality of printed or typed messages. 

Regarding claim 28, the combination of Hasegawa '191 and Gary Stringham and 
Bert Newell does not disclose the method, wherein printing the at least one obfuscation 
pattern comprises printing the at least one obfuscation pattern over at least one 
graphics portion of the printed document. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitations are well known in the art as 
evidenced by Taylor '849. In particular, Taylor '849 teaches the method, wherein 
printing the at least one obfuscation pattern comprises printing the at least one 
obfuscation pattern over at least one graphics portion of the printed document (i.e., the 
type commonly used in various graphics arts fields, could be placed at diagonally 
opposed corners of mask 20; see col. 5, lines 20-22, figs. 5-6). 

In view of the above, having the system of Hasegawa and Gary Stringham and 
Bert Newell, and then given the well-established teaching of Taylor, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
modify the system of Hasegawa and Gary Stringham and Bert Newell as taught by 
Taylor to include: the method, wherein printing the at least one obfuscation pattern 
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comprises printing the at least one obfuscation pattern over at least one graphics 
portion of the printed document, since Taylor stated in col. 1, lines 5-7, that such a 
modification would ensure a method for enhancing the confidentiality of printed or typed 
messages. 

9. Claim 29 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Hasegawa et al. (US 5,666,191) in view of Gary Stringham and Bert Newell (2001 RD- 
447077), and further in view of Regan (US 4,786,941). 

Regarding claim 29, the combination of Hasegawa '191 and Gary Stringham and 
Bert Newell does not explicitly show the method, wherein printing the obfuscation 
pattern comprises printing at least one character that complementarily obscures an 
identified character of the printed document and printing the at least one character as 
an overstrike onto the identified character of the printed document. 

However, the above-mentioned claimed limitations are well known in the art as 
evidenced by Regan '941. In particular, Regan '941 teaches the method, wherein 
printing the obfuscation pattern comprises printing at least one character that 
complementarily obscures an identified character of the printed document and printing 
the at least one character as an overstrike onto the identified character of the printed 
document (i.e., two or more copies of a document are made with complementary 
portions missing for separate secure transporting or storing. The copies may be made 



Application/Control Number: Page 16 

10/612,598 

Art Unit: 2625 

on an electrostatic copies having an image erase feature or on a printer which can 
impress an erase signal on the printing signal; see Abstract, figs. 2A-2C). 

In view of the above, having the system of Hasegawa and Gary Stringham and 
Bert Newell, and then given the well-established teaching of Regan, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
modify the system of Hasegawa and Gary Stringham and Bert Newell as taught by 
Regan to include: the method, wherein printing the obfuscation pattern comprises 
printing at least one character that complementarily obscures an identified character of 
the printed document and printing the at least one character as an overstrike onto the 
identified character of the printed document, since Regan stated in col. 1, lines 5-10, 
that such a modification would ensure a method of protecting confidential documents. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

10. Claims 6, 9, 13-14, 27 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

Regarding claim 6, the prior art of the record fails to show or fairly suggest the 
method, wherein identifying the at least one target portion of the printed document 
comprises: the first pattern of symbols including a line spacing, a para graph spacing, 
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and a margin spacing of the printed document, wherein the symbols of the first pattern 
include at least one of characters or numerals. 

Regarding claim 9, the prior art of the record fails to show or fairly suggest the 
method, wherein the at least one target portion of the printed document comprises a 
white space portion of the printed document and printing the at least one obfuscation 
pattern at the at least one target portion comprises at least one of: produce a 
substantially uniform thickness of ink or toner for the combination of the at least one 
identified character and the negative image of the at least one identified character on 
the printed document, wherein the whitespace portion comprises an area surrounding 
the at least one identified character and defined bv the printed negat ive image of the 
identified character: 

randomly selecting characters and printing strings of the selected characters at 
randomly selected angles on the printed document; 

randomly selecting characters and printing the selected characters individually at 
angles rotated relative to existing characters of the printed document. 

Regarding claim 13, the prior art of the record fails to show or fairly suggest the 
method, comprising: randomly selecting a plurality of content-free words and printing 
the selected words in a non-grammatical order as the at least one obf uscation pattern in 
the at least one w hitespace portion of the printed document with the selected words 
printed in at least one of a repeating pattern and a non-repeating pattern. 



Application/Control Number: Page 18 

10/612,598 

Art Unit: 2625 

Regarding claim 14, the prior art of the record fails to show or fairly suggest the 
method, wherein identifying the at least one target portion comprises: a rotated image of 
the at least one g raphic portion, a negative image of the at least one graphic portion, 
and a scrambled image of the at least one graphic portion. 

Regarding claim 27, the prior art of the record fails to show or fairly suggest the 
medium, wherein: manipulating the word pattern includes obfuscating natural language 
word groupings of the text portion of the printed document. 

Conclusion 

1 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Silverschotz et al. (US 5,542,710) discloses recyclable instant scratch off lottery 

ticket. 

Allen et al. (US 4,980,719) discloses copier/printer and method for reproduction 
of secure documents or the like. 

Kortenoeven et al. (US 2005/0154582) discloses erasing a stored information 
pattern on a storage medium. 

Mayer, Jr. et al. (US 3,781,109) discloses data encoding and decoding apparatus 
and method. 

Stangenberg et al. (US 5,538, 1 94) discloses document shredder. 
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12. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

13. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Allen H. Nguyen whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1229. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F from 9:00 AM-6:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, King Poon can be reached on (571)-272-7440. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




AN 

02/01/2008 



